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d'Hollander; Dr. R. Breen. 
Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:05 p.m. 
Dr. O'Brien advised that the first item on the Agenda would be dealt with in 
"Closed Session" and he asked those present who were not members of 


Senate, to leave the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. MURRAY, SECONDED BY DEAN TADDEO, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF SEPTEMBER 
24, 1982, BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Chairman's Remarks 


With respect to a question that had been raised at the last Senate meeting 
concerning examination scheduling, Dr. O'Brien advised that the problem 
of examinations being-held close together, was primarily, although not 
exclusively, a problem in the Faculty of Commerce and Administration. The 
problem was now being examined by the Faculty and it was premature to 
say at this time whether or not any feasible change was available. The matter 
would be followed up and reported on somewhat later. 
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Responding to another question raised at the last meeting concerning-the 
shortage of books in many courses this year, Dr. O'Brien explained that at 
the beginning of the term, the situation in the Bookstore was in fact better 
than it has been in any recent year. The total number of titles received and in 
stock, as of September 8, 1982, was 89.1%, compared to the usual 75% to 
80% situation in other years. The problem was not basically that book titles 
were not ordered or that books didn't arrive, but rather, the problem 
stemmed primarily from the fact that the enrolments in many courses were 
larger than what was expected and what was ordered. In consequence, the 
books sold out and approximately 30% of all titles had to be reordered. He 
stated that those orders were in fact expedited and responded to fairly 
rapidly, but obviously, even "fairly rapidly" at that time of year was not fast 
enough and there was inevitably a period when the books were not 
available. 


Finally, with respect to Agenda item XI - Reports from the Committee on 
Priorities and Planning and the University Mission Study, Dr. O'Brien 
advised that Steering Committee does not propose that Senate should try to 
get involved today in any very basic discussion of those documents. One 
reason for this was that there were other items on the Agenda, notably 
Competence in Written Expression, that must be dealt with at this meeting 
and to expect to begin a basic discussion on the two Reports in question, 
towards the end of the meeting, was probably neither realistic nor 
satisfactory. The other reason was that discussion on these Reports was still 
proceeding in other places, notably in the Faculty Councils, and it appeared 
to the Steering Committee that it would be more useful for those discussions 
to move ahead a little further, before Senate gets involved in the matter. 
Consequently, Steering Committee proposes that today's meeting should be 
used primarily to find out what aspects of those documents members feel 
that Senate should give some attention to, without actually discussing the 
merits of the matter. This would help to organize the discussion for a later 
meeting and would provide members of Senate with some impression of 
what other members feel may be of importance in these documents. This 
item would be on the Agenda for the regular November Senate meeting, and 
the Steering Committee will try to give the item the prime billing on the 
Agenda for that meeting. He further advised that Steering Committee also 
proposed that further meetings of Senate be scheduled on the subsequent 
Friday afternoons but it was difficult to determine at this stage, whether two 
Senate meetings would be sufficient. In any case, a third meeting was 
possible, if Senate wishes. The intention was that the matter be formally 
reported to the Board of Governors at its December meeting, although he 
imagined that consideration at the level of the Board would really take place 
in January rather than at the end of December. Consequently, Senate would 
have time for as many as three meetings on three successive Fridays, before 
the report is made to the Board, if Senate should find it useful to do so. 


Question Period 


In response to a question concerning admission criteria for mature students, 
the practices in the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science were 
explained. It was stated that notwithstanding the fact that there were 
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enrolment quotas on all undergraduate programmes in that Faculty, mature 
students were definitely considered for and admitted, in limited numbers, to 
those programmes. Prior to the imposition of quotas, the fact that an 
individual had been out of school for a number of years, had perhaps 
completed or almost completed high school, and showed a willingness to 
learn, were sufficient grounds to proceed further and the student was asked 
to go through guidance testing, in order to determine whether his or her 
interests were compatible with a programme in Engineering or Computer 
Science. Since the imposition of quotas, the situation or way of proceeding, 
unfortunately has had to be altered, in that the past performance of all 
candidates is carefully looked at. It was explained that an individual who 
has done well in high school and has been subsequently engaged in some 
kind of activity related to engineering or computer science, has a far greater 
chance for admission than someone who finished high school ten years ago 
with a 62% average and has not been involved in anything related to 
engineering or computer science, since that time. 


It was wondered whether there was a Bookstore policy regarding 
Departmental book purchases, i.e., how and when books were put on an 
academic department's buying list. 


In response to the above, the existing practices in the Faculties of 
Engineering and Computer Science, and Commerce and Administration, 
were explained. 


In response to a follow-up question as to whether or not there existed within 
Concordia University at the present time, a specific policy on book buying, 
Dr. O'Brien stated that he did not really know if there was one document 
that neatly wraps up all the statements. He advised that there were certainly 
policies and practices relating to the Bookstore, and there was a whole body 
of principles that are followed, i.e., there were various memoranda and 
instructions to Departments, etc., but he did not know how well these were 
codified. 


Senate was advised that the prices of some 15 books required in different 
courses at Concordia, were compared with prices at other outlets in the 
Montreal region and throughout the Province, including other university 
Bookstores and one would like to know why the Concordia Bookstore 
prices were the same or in many cases, higher, than that charged elsewhere. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that in order to answer the above question, the books 
referred to would have to be identified. He further advised that the questions 
could certainly be looked into and following the meeting he would be 
available to make suggestions as to how one might get a grip on the 
questions that have been raised. 


It was wondered whether Senate, at its next meeting, could have a progress 
report on the Ginter Report on Registration, its progress and 
implementation, and on the Report on Academic Advising that was passed 
by Senate last year, and on the state of its implementation. 
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Dr. O'Brien expressed the feeling that the status of the two Reports 
mentioned above, could be looked into and progress reports made at the 
next Senate meeting. 


Again, with respect to the question of the Bookstore policy, it was argued 
that the problem was that less books were being ordered through the 
Bookstore, forcing students to go to outside commercial outlets for required 
books, where, admittedly they were benefiting from cheaper prices but at 
the same time, were faced with the problem of those same outlets running 
out of books. Another student complaint was that professors were 
constantly changing the reading lists in standard courses, particularly in the 
Faculty of Commerce and Administration, thus effectively preventing 
students from benefiting from the purchase of second hand books. It was 
argued that the whole problem needed to be studied; that the University 
needed a book buying policy; and that we needed to have some ethics with 
respect to what books are published deadline dates, and whether such books 
should be allowed to be sold outside the University facilities. 


Dr . O'Brien stated that his earlier comments under Chairman's Remarks, 
concerning the effects of increased enrolments on the book shortage 
problem, applied essentially to the Arts and Science area, rather than to 
Commerce and Administration, because it was in Arts and Science that 
enrolments were unexpectedly high. He further explained that in operating 
the Bookstore, there was an inevitable trade-off that has to be made between 
the number of books that are ordered, keeping the price as low as possible, 
and having as few books returned as possible, i.e., there was a balancing 
between the number of books that are ordered and the probable level of 
sales. Furthermore, there was the added complication to the problem of not 
being able to predetermine, through a captive market, the number of books 
to be purchased, because of the fact that the SGW Campus was located in 
the middle of an area where there were many other bookstores available. 
Finally, he reiterated that policies certainly existed in the University in a 
variety of documents, which could be obtained for any individual wishing 
information on what procedures are followed. 


It was stated that the concerns that were being expressed were not related to 
the 89.1% of the ordered books that were available in the Bookstore, but 
rather over the fact that most of the books that were missing, were never 
ordered through the Concordia Bookstore or any other bookstore, i.e., 
professors were not ordering books and were telling their students to go 
elsewhere for books. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that he doubted that anyone could answer the above 
question off the top of their head but the matter could be looked into for the 
next meeting. 
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Appointments 


Standing Committees of Senate 


Concerning the appointments to the Standing Committees of Senate, 
(document US-82-9-D2), it was requested and agreed, that Mr. Steven 
Kert, Faculty of Commerce and Administration, be added to the list for 
appointments to the Senate Committee on Academic Development. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, SECONDED BY DR. 
SINGER, THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE STANDING 
COMMITTEES OF SENATE, (DOCUMENT US-82-9-D2, AS 
CHANGED), BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Senate Appeals Committee 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. LADD-, SECO14DED BY DR. SINGER, 
THAT THE NOMINATIONS FOR REGULAR AND ALTERNATE 
MEMBERS ON THE SENATE APPEALS COMMITTEE ON CHEATING 
AND PLAGIARISM, (DOCUMENT US-82-9-D2), BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Senate Election Committee 


Dr. O'Brien explained that this was a committee to supervise the elections to 
the University Tenure Appeals Committee. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN TADDEO, SECONDED BY PROF. 
ANTONIOU, THAT THE NOMINATIONS TO THE SENATE 
ELECTION COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT US-82-9-D2), BE 
APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Additional Curriculum Changes - Arts and Science 


Prof. Drysdale, in presenting the additional Arts and Science undergraduate 
curriculum change proposals, advised that document US-82-9-D3 consisted 
of two parts, Report 36U, on Health Education, and Report 35U, which 
contained all other changes. He explained the changes proposed, 
concentrating his remarks on those changes in Report 35U which were 
considered to be major in nature. With respect to Report 36U, Health 
Education, 


Prof. Drysdale advised that the Report recommends the discontinuance of 
the programme and places a freeze on admission to the programme 
beginning January, 1983. 
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Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the Report from UCCC, (document 
US-82-9-D4). With respect to Health Education, he reminded Senate that 
the programme had been submitted two years ago to the approval bodies in 
the Province for funding, but the programme had been turned down on both 
the basis of content and its suitability for the profession. 


It was suggested and agreed that the Arts and Science curriculum change 
proposals in Reports 35U and 36U, be considered separately. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. SINGER, SECONDED BY PROF. 
DRYSDALE, THAT THE ARTS AND SCIENCE CURRICULUM 
CHANGE PROPOSALS IN REPORT 35U (DOCUMENT US-82-9-D3), 
BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE COMMENTS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS FROM UCCC, (DOCUMENT US-82-9-D4). 


MOTION CARRIED. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. SINGER, SECONDED BY PROF. 
DRYSDALE, THAT THE ARTS AND SCIENCE CURRICULUM 
CHANGE PROPOSALS IN REPORT 36U, (DOCUMENT US-82-9-D3), 
BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE COMMENTS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS FROM UCCC, (DOCUMENT US-82-9-D4). 


Senate's attention was drawn to the 1981 "Survey of the Concordia 
Community Nursing Program" which was circulated at the beginning of the 
meeting, and to the conclusions and recommendations contained therein. It 
was wondered what the criteria were for cutbacks in Arts and Science; who 
determines that Health Education, as opposed to Religion and Theology, 
should be cut-back; what were the policies throughout the University that 
dealt with allocation of resources; who makes the decisions with respect to 
programme promotional material; and how did the decision to phase out the 
Health Education programme fit in with Concordia's traditional commitment 
to part-time and evening students and to the whole philosophy of mid-career 
options. It was argued that given the lack of planning, the victimization of 
and the lack of resources, promotional material and consultation with the 
students in the programme, Senate was not really in a position to make a 
decision on this issue today. 


Senate was advised that the Health Education programme in question, was 
approved for elimination by the Arts and Science Faculty Council, without a 
single sense of objection being raised by the accredited student 
representatives in attendance at that meeting. It was argued that the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council considered this decision; it listened to the 
statements of the Dean of Division III; it heard the comments of the 
Curriculum Committee which has student representation on it; that the 
issues being raised were discussed by the administration of the Faculty on 
numerous occasions; and that we were now either wasting the Senate's time 
with this discussion or we have wasted the time of the Arts and Science 
Council. It was also wondered why there has not been fuller student 
participation in the Arts and Science Council deliberations or whether a 
decision has been made to focus all student input into the University 


decision making process at Senate, at the expense of the other Faculty 
Councils, and if so, we might just as well dispense with student 
memberships on those bodies. 


It was pointed out that eight years ago a committee had been set up at 
Loyola to study the viability of the programme; that the programme was 
actually under consideration by the committee for two years; that numerous 
meetings were held with the Quebec Association of Nurses in an attempt to 
establish, at least in their eyes, a viable programme; that a person with 
considerable academic prestige was subsequently brought in to head the 
programme; and that four years ago a year long study was made in an 
attempt to improve and rescue the programme, but without success. The 
point being made was that the programme, in effect, has been dying for the 
past eight years. 


During the lengthy debate which followed, it was argued that unlike other 
health care programmes throughout North America, the Health Education 
programme at Concordia has concentrated heavily an preventative aspects of 
health education; that the programme in question satisfies the need, as 
emphasized in the Reports from the Committee on Priorities and Planning 
and University Mission "Study, for community oriented programmes; that 
according to the CUSA Report, 88% of the graduated students and 73% of 
the undergraduate students surveyed, were still working in the field of 
nursing, which, it was argued, represented a much higher success rate than 
many other programmes in the University; and that an attempt should be 
made to determine why the programme has not been recognized by the 
Registered Nurses Association of Quebec, before we decide to eliminate it. 


It was explained that the programme has not received formal approval from 
the Quebec Order of Nursing and the Provincial Government, because of 
Concordia's lack of a Medical Faculty. It was also argued that the decision 
to phase out the programme was made by a fully informed Arts and Science 
Faculty Council; that notwithstanding the attempts that have been made over 
the past four years to upgrade the programme, every move that has been 
made to get approval for a B.Sc. in Nursing, has been turned down by 
Quebec; that faculty members who have been hired in an attempt to upgrade 
the programme, have since deserted it because the Quebec Order of Nurses 
do not want to have anything to do with the graduates of the programme; 
that the programme was being taught entirely by part-time faculty; that it 
was time to make a decision that we have some quality in the education that 
we give, and that we not simply offer a programme because people want it; 
that sending it back to Faculty Council would accomplish nothing; and that 
given the time, money, and effort that has gone into the vigorous enquiry 
undertaken by personnel in Division III, over the past two years, and 
having focused the attention of the nursing community on the problems 
associated with the programme, it was incumbent on Senate to act as 
quickly as possible and vote on the motion now. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MS. RAINVILLE, SECONDED BY MR. GRIFFIN, 
THAT THE ITEM BE TABLED TO THE NEXT SENATE MEETING. 
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MOTION NOT CARRIED. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MCEVENUE, THAT A 15-MINUTE TIME LIMIT BE PLACED ON 
FURTHER DISCUSSION ON THIS ITEM. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


During continued discussion, it was argued that in light of the additional 
information provided by the CUSA survey, the programme should be 
re-evaluated; that it has not been demonstrated priority-wise, why this 
programme has been under-funded and under promoted, while other 
programmes are resource rich and are heavily promoted; that the timing of 
the decision to discontinue the programme was wrong, and should in fact be 
considered in the much larger context of priority setting which will arise 
from the Mission Study Reports; that basically only 10% of the students 
who have graduated, or who were still in the programme, were actually 
employed in community nursing work, and that, contrary to the stated 
purpose of the programme, some 50% to 60% were still working in a 
hospital environment; that approximately one third of the students who have 
graduated or are still in the programme, wish to enter a M.Sc. programme in 
Nursing, but are not eligible to do so; that the programme did not meet 
suggested guidelines for evaluating such programmes, which were 
recommended to prospective students by the American National League of 
Nurses in a recent news bulletin; that there was a serious limitation on 
Concordia's ability to meet the perceived need for community nursing; and 
that we could not be all things to all people and it was incumbent upon the 
University to identify the things that we can do and to do them well. 


THE MAIN MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


It was asked that it be recorded that all of the Student Senators, Graduate 
and Undergraduate, voted against the motion. 


Competence in Written Expression 


In order to situate the issue., Dr. O'Brien proposed, and Senate agreed, that 
the discussion on Competence in Written Expression should begin by first 
considering the document which had been prepared by Prof. Whitelaw for 
the meeting. 


Prof. Whitelaw, in presenting and explaining the document entitled - 
"Actions taken by, and remaining to be taken by, Senate", (document 
US-82-9-D7), reminded Senators that we were dealing with undergraduate 
degree candidates and not with graduate students, certificate students or 
independent students. He also advised that students who have been tested 
for competence in English as a condition of admission to the University, 
were exempt from the test of Competence in Written Expression. However, 
this exemption did not apply to students who are tested for their ability in 
English or French, as the case may be, for admission to a particular 


programme, such as the B.Ed., TESL or Journalism or to academic units 
such as the Liberal Arts College. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that if anyone felt that there were any other actions 
that should be taken, in addition to those already listed under Section B. - 
"Actions remaining to be taken", page 3, document US-82-9-D7, they 
should make Senate aware of them at this point. 


It was stated that one thing that should be considered was the need for the 
requirement for the six credits in English Composition in Mature Entry 
Programmes, 1.e., the issue was that given the Competence in Written 
Expression requirement, should we treat mature students differently than 
everyone else by continuing to demand that they must take a six credit 
English course. 


It was agreed that the above was an issue that should be cleared up, not at 
today's meeting, but rather following the adoption of the Competence in 
Written Expression Programme. 


Signaled as a problem that should be considered, was the whole question of 
exempting non-Canadian students from the UWT requirement on the basis 
of having passed the much less difficult CELDT test as a requirement for 
admission to the University. It was suggested that native Canadian students, 
both English and French speaking, who feel that their writing competency 
was not sufficient, might well be tempted to get around the UWT 
requirement, by writing the CELDT test. 


Senate was advised that the Engineering and Computer Science Faculty 
Council considered the issue raised above, and the problems associated with 
it and Council, in fact, was recommending that the University review its 
policies and practices concerning testing in English as a requirement for 
admission, for certain groups of students, (Recommendation 3, page 3, 
document UD-82-9-D9). 


It was also pointed out that Council's first recommendation, states in effect 
that students who are required by the University to write the CELDT test as 
a condition of admission, are exempt from the UWT, but also that those 
who are not required to write the CELDT test, whether they write it or not 
under their own volition, must write the UWT. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that it was his impression that so far in the discussion we 
have identified a certain number of problems that may have to be addressed 
later, but basically, we could proceed with the seven points listed under 
"Actions remaining to be taken", page 4, document US-82-9-D7. Again, he 
asked if there were any other points to be added to the seven already listed. 


In response to a question, Dr. O'Brien advised that the issue of establishing 
a University-wide policy on Competence in Written Expression, as opposed 
to separate policies in each Faculty, was something that would be 
considered under item B.I., page 3, document US-82-9-D7. 


In proceding to consider item B.1., - Actions remaining to be taken, Dr. 
O'Brien explained that today we must put the finishing touches to a Senate 
approved system for, it is hoped, the entire University. In order to do that, 
we have the positions that Senate has taken at earlier meetings, but we also 
have the reactions of the Faculty Councils. He asked the Faculty 
spokesmen, in presenting the Reports of the Faculty Councils, to be very 
specific as to whether the Council agrees with the current Senate proposal as 
it stands; or whether Council agrees with-it in general but wants such and 
such a change, and if that change isn't made, Council probably won't go 
along with the system; or whether Council was prepared to go along with 
the system in general, but it has a few comments about certain things that 
might well be improved, but which, at the same time, were not sticking 
points at the moment. He emphasized that it was important that Senate be 
very clear as to those various distinctions, 1.e., Senate has to know whether 
issues raised by Faculty Councils must be integrated into the system or 
whether they are simply comments which Council hopes will be used to 
improve the system in due course. 


In response to a question concerning the administration of the system, Dr. 
O'Brien advised that his intention was, once all of the decisions have been 
taken, to convene a meeting of all the obvious people who would be 
involved with the administration of the system, in order to nail down 
questions on who was to be administering what. 


Dr. O'Brien asked that the responses from Faculty Councils be presented. 


In presenting the response from the Arts and Science Faculty council, 
(document US-82-9-DIO), Dr. Singer advised that the two resolutions 
passed by Council, although related, were in fact passed separately, i.e., the 
first resolution that Council "re-affirms its support of the University writing 
test as a requirement for graduation, etc.", was not contingent upon the 
acceptance of the second resolution concerning the establishment of a 
revision committee. Consequently, it was understood that the position of the 
Arts and Science Faculty Council was that it was prepared to accept the 
system as it has evolved, without further alteration. 


Prof. Wills advised that the Commerce and Administration Faculty Council 
accepted, in principle, that competence in written expression be a graduation 
requirement, but with the stipulation that students must satisfy the 
graduation requirement before entering their final year. Council also 
requests that the phrase "or equivalent" be included with the English C212, 
Francis C400 and Engineering C281, which were listed as courses 
considered as equivalent to passing the test of Competence in Written 
Expression, (document US-82-9-Dll). The purpose of the request was to 
allow for the possibility of the English Department being asked at some time 
in the future, to make some modifications for Commerce and 
Administration. 


In response to a question concerning the statement that students "must 
satisfy the requirements of competency before entering their final year”, 
Senate was advised that this was compatible, to a certain extent, with the 


system as it now stood, in the sense that it was the wish of Senate that 
students "be urged to satisfy the requirement for competence in written 
expression within 18 months". 


However, it was pointed out that Council was actually specifying that 
students who have not satisfied the competency requirement, would be 
prevented from registering in their final year. 


It was understood that the Commerce and Administration Faculty Council 
wanted the present proposal amended in accordance with item 2., document 
US-82-9-DIll. That is, they were not prepared to accept the system, without 
the stipulation that students, at least in Commerce, must have completed the 
competency requirement before they enter their final year. 


With respect to administrative difficulties associated with the above 
mentioned stipulation, Mr. Adams, University Registrar, proposed that the 
same process now used in connection with "incomplete DEC's, be used for 
the UWT; i.e., students who have not completed the UWT requirement by 
the time of graduation, would simply not have their names reported to 
Faculty Councils. 


It was also pointed out that in order to enforce that stipulation, if it was to be 
anything more than the present system which "recommends" the same 

thing, an administrative enforcement mechanism, the exact parallel to which 
did not exist at the moment, would have to be instituted. This would involve 
costs and also a study of how it could best be done. 


Dean Simon suggested that one way to solve some of the administrative 
difficulties connected to the above, would be to make the competency in 
written expression requirement a pre-requisite to the Business Policy 
course, (Management C460), which was a required third year course in all 
programmes in Commerce and Administration. 


With respect to item 3., document US-82-9-DIll, concerning the phrase "or 
equivalent" to be added to the statement on English 212, French 400 and 
Engineering 281, it was explained that Commerce and Administration 
previously had a special course designed for Commerce students who 
needed remedial work in English, and the Faculty might want to have a 
special course set up for Commerce students, by the English Department, at 
some point in the future. The Faculty simply wanted to keep that option 
open. 


It was understood that the above was not a condition for accepting the 
proposed system, but rather, it should be taken as a notice to the University 
that the Faculty of Commerce and Administration may want to propose, at 
some time in the future, that a special course be set up for Commerce 
students. 


Dean Emery, in presenting the response from the Fine Arts Faculty Council, 
(document US-82-9-D6), explained that the original position of the Council 
was that it could not accept the compulsory principles embodied in the 


proposed system, and voted instead for a system whereby students who 
were identified by the instructor as lacking in competence in written 
expression, would be urged to take appropriate specified measures to 
improve their competence. He advised however, that since that time, the 
Faculty Council has come closer to the Senate position and was now willing 
to accept a measure of compulsion, but it would like to give the student, on 
admission, the choice of either taking the UWT or another course, 
(Recommendation 2., document US-82-9-D6). With respect to 
Recommendation 3., from the Fine Arts Faculty Council, which states "that 
a Faculty ad hoc committee be set up for the purpose of deciding on 
specified courses", Dean Emery expressed the hope that the ad hoc 
committee would pick, as an option, one of the courses already identified in 
the proposed system as being equivalent to passing the UWT. He further 
stated that there was another hitch in the Council recommendations in that 
students would only be required to pass the course yet to be specified by the 
ad hoc committee, as opposed to attaining a '"C" grade which was now 
required under the Senate system. 


It was understood that Recommendation 3., document US-82-9-D6, was to 
be interpreted in much the same fashion as the Commerce and 
Administration response was, concerning courses identified as equivalent to 
the UWT, i.e., that the Faculty may have the desire to change or enlarge the 
list of identified courses, but that this was not a stumbling block to actually 
starting the proposed system. On the other hand, it was also understood that 
the recommendation that a passing grade, as opposed to a grade of "C" ina 
course to be specified by the Faculty ad hoc committee, was a condition of 
acceptance of the system by the Fine Arts Faculty. It was further explained 
that the Faculty of Fine Arts was accepting the principle that competence in 
written expression was a condition for graduation. 


Prof. Giguere presented the response from the Engineering and Computer 
Science Faculty Council, (document US-82-9-D9), and the 
Recommendations contained therein. Singled out as Recommendations 
which were conditions of acceptance of the proposed system by the Faculty 
were Recommendation 6- "That competence in written expression become a 
graduation requirement for students registered in a B.Eng. or a B.Comp. 
Sc. programme as demonstrated through passing the test or through 
obtaining a ""C" grade or better in Engr C281 or Engr C212 or Fran C400; 
and Recommendation 7 - "That students be required to sit the test during the 
first 4 months after admission to a Faculty programme", i.e., 4 months after 
first registration following admission. 


Following the presentation of the responses from Faculty Councils, Dr. 
O'Brien explained that the problem for Senate would be to discern whether 
all of the various issues raised in the responses from Faculty Councils were 
basically compatible with the proposed system, or whether some of the 
issues represented a fundamental disagreement around certain points. 
Technically speaking, Senate could, in a few minutes, have a motion before 
it to confirm the system already approved by Senate at its earlier meetings 
and described in the documents that were here. If Senate simply passed that 
motion and did nothing else, the situation would be that Arts and Science, 


having already agreed to the proposed system, would be locked in, but not 
the other Faculties, because each has proposed that some necessary 
condition be added. The motion could then be amended to change the 
existing system and if, for example, an amendment is passed concerning the 
condition from Commerce and Administration that students must satisfy the 
competency requirement before entering their final year, the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration would then be locked in, but not the other 
Faculties and not Arts and Science, because we would then have changed 
the system in a way that Arts and Science might not be prepared to go along 
with. He expressed the opinion that the only real way to deal with the 
matter, was for Senate now to pass the system which, in the light of the 
debate, it believes has the greatest likelihood of being accepted by the 
greater number of Faculties and regardless of what Senate might decide, it 
would then have to be rerouted to at least three of the four Councils. If those 
Councils agree, over the next month, to accept the Senate system, all of the 
Councils could be locked in. A second possible outcome, and the other 
extreme, was that a Faculty Council simply refuses to accept the system. A 
third possibility would be that a Council agrees to go along with the whole 
University system as it is, but with perhaps one or two further conditions 
imposed for its own students. He emphasized that it was important for 
Senate to consider this third option, i.e., whether Senate was prepared to 
see minor variations in the system, from one Faculty to another. He 
reiterated that, at the technical level, the real question before Senate was to 
try to come up with-a-system, which technically may then have to be run 
again before the Faculty Councils, but which the Councils are highly likely 
to end up finding acceptable, so that we end up with a University-wide 
system. 


In response to a question, Dr. O'Brien advised that in his opinion there 
were two issues that came up in a rather general way at most Council 
meetings. One was the feeling that there should be a review, not too far in 
the future, of how the system was working out, so that Councils are not 
locked into the system for all time, i.e., that there would be an opportunity 
to review the system and make changes. A second thing was the wish, from 
some of the Councils, to look at specific courses and perhaps introduce 
some new courses or to change the list, but in such a way that the courses 
would still be acceptable for credit. He felt that Senate might simply take an 
overall position on those things, which if it did, he suspected would 
probably be acceptable to the Faculty Councils. In addition, he advised that 
there were specific points that have been identified by the various Councils 
as "sine qua nons", as conditions to acceptance of the system. For example, 
from Commerce and Administration, there was the major and fundamental 
point that competency not be a graduation requirement, but rather a 
requirement for entering final year, and Senate would have to decide 
whether it was prepared to accept that as a variation in the system. If it does, 
Commerce would presumably go along; if it doesn't, Commerce would 
have to decide if it was going to go along with the University system 
anyway. From Fine Arts there was the point that the grade be a "pass" and 
not a VIC11 grade, although he suspected that there may be room for 
further debate in Fine Arts that might lead to a common position being 
adopted. From Engineering and Computer Science, there was the point that 


competency, as a graduation requirement, be demonstrated through passing 
the test or through obtaining a "C-" grade or better in Engr C281 or Engr 
C212, or Fran C400, whereas for everyone else it is "C", and Senate might 
have to make a judgement on that; also Recommendation 7., - document 
US-82-9-D9, that students be required to sit the test during the first 4 
months following first registration after admission to the University. With 
respect to the latter point, Dr. O'Brien presumed that it might be relatively 
easy to simply say that Engineering students, as a relatively small and 
identifiable group, must sit the test during the first 4 months after 
registration. 


With respect to Recommendation 7., from Engineering and Computer 
Science, Dean Swamy expressed the feeling that this was not inconsistent 
with item 3.6., page 2, document US-82-9-D7, - "That the test be taken as 
soon as possible after acceptance by the University, etc., etc.", and 
consequently he did not think that Recommendation 7., should pose any 
problem. However, Recommendation 6, document US-82-9-D9, was a 
"sine qua non" of acceptance of the system by Engineering and Computer 
Science. 


The discussion that followed, centered on the issues raised in the responses 
from Faculty Councils, which were identified as "sine qua nons" to 
acceptance of the proposed system. 


In response-to a question concerning the condition from Commerce and 
Administration that students must satisfy the requirements of competency 
before entering their final year, Dean Simon advised that the Faculty would 
be prepared to go along with the system provided that Senate, next year, 
would not question a curriculum change proposal that this be made a 
pre-requisite to a required 3rd year course in Commerce and Administration 
programmes. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. SINGER, SECONDED BY PROF. 
JANKOWSKI, THAT SENATE APPROVE THE SYSTEM OF 
COMPETENCE IN WRITTEN EXPRESSION AS SET OUT IN THE 
VARIOUS DOCUMENTS PREVIOUSLY APPROVED BY SENATE; 
AND -ACCEPT THAT VARIATIONS FOR INDIVIDUAL FACULTIES 
MAY TAKE PLACE WITHIN THE RANGE OF ITEMS INCLUDED IN 
FACULTY COUNCIL RESPONSES, (DOCUMENTS US-82-9-D6; 
US-82-9-D1O; US-82-9-D11). 


The discussion which followed centered on the question of changing the 
grade requirement in the list of identified courses considered equivalent to 
passing the test, from "C" to %-"; policing the system; and the Engineering 
requirement that the test be taken within the first 4 months following 
registration. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. LADD, SECONDED BY 
PROF. GIGUERE, THAT THE GRADE REQUIREMENT IN THE LIST 
OF IDENTIFIED COURSES CONSIDERED EQUIVALENT TO 


PASSING THE UNT, BE CHANGED FROM "C" TO "C-", ACROSS 
THE UNIVERSITY. 


THE AMENDMENT.WAS CARRIED. 


In response to a suggestion that students must sit the UVT within the first 
term, following first registration, it was pointed out that that was, in fact, 
already part of the system and that it applied to all Faculties, (item 3.6., 
document US-82-9-D7). 


In response to a question concerning the amendment just passed, on the 
change in grade requirement from a "C", to "C-", it was pointed out that in 
accordance with the main motion on the floor, the amendment would not 
apply in Fine Arts, because that Faculty has stipulated that a passing grade, 
1e., "D-", in a specified course, would be considered equivalent to passing 
the UWT. 


Responding to a question concerning a review of the system in a year's 
time, Dr. O'Brien advised that that was not in the motion as it presently 
stood, but it could either be proposed as an amendment or as a separate 
motion later. He suggested, and it was agreed, that the question of a review 
of the system be taken as a separate motion to be considered later. 


A MOTION TO CALL THE QUESTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
NOT CARRIED. 


It was stated that there might have been some confusion in the minds of 
Fine Arts Faculty Council members, when the question of a passing grade 
versus a grade of "C"_ was being considered and the feeling was expressed 
that in a subsequent round, when the matter is elucidated further, the 
Council might well accept the "C-" grade which has just been voted on. On 
the other hand, it was cautioned that pressing the matter any further might 
well result in a stiffening of the resolve of the Fine Arts Council. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. MURRAY, SECONDED BY 
MS. RAINVILLE, THAT A SMALL COMMITTEE BE ESTABLISHED, 
CONSISTING OF THE REGISTRAR; THE ASSOCIATE 
VICE-RECTOR, ACADEMIC PLANNING; THE CUSA EDUCATIONAL 
VICE-PRESIDENT; AND A REPRESENTATIVE FROM EACH 
FACULTY, APPOINTED BY THE DEAN; TO CONSIDER 
OUTSTANDING TECHNICAL PROBLEMS RELATING TO THE 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SYSTEM, INCLUDING THE POLICING 
OR MONITORING OF THE TESTS FOR GRADUATION, AND TO 
SUBMIT A REPORT, AND RECOMMENDATIONS, TO SENATE 
NEXT MONTH. 


It was argued that consideration of the outstanding technical problems 
would take considerably longer than one month to complete and one would 
be opposed to such an undertaking, standing in the way of putting the 
proposed system in place. 
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THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED. 


In response to a question, Dr. O'Brien explained that the main motion on 
the floor was, in effect, that a system of a test of competence in written 
expression, as has been previously approved by Senate, with a change in 
the "C" grade to a "C-", be approved, and provided that the Faculties may 
vary the system for students within the particular Faculty within the range of 
issues that have been made known to Senate in the various documents 
tabled at this meeting. 


It was pointed out that as things now stood, it might well turn out that a 
Fine Arts student in English C212 will be considered to have passed the test 
with a grade of "D-", whereas an Arts and Science student who obtains a 
grade of "D-" in the same course, will not be considered to have passed the 
test. 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


IT WAS MOVED BY FIONA GRIFFITHS, SECONDED BY STEVEN 
KERT, THAT STUDENT REPRESENTATION BE INCLUDED ON ALL 
ASPECTS OF INCORPORATING THE COMPETENCY IN WRITTEN 
EXPRESSION POLICY. 


It was stated that one had problems with such a blanket motion and the 
feeling was expressed that the concern voiced earlier about student input 
into decisions relating to the policing of the graduation requirement, could 
be achieved through a consultative process between the different Faculties, 
with student involvement. 


In response to the above, and to shorten debate, the mover and seconder 
agreed to change the motion to a recommendation by inserting the phrase 
"... that Senate recommend 


THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


Concerning item B.2., -"Actions remaining to be taken"-, (page 3, 
document US-82-9-D7), Dr. O'Brien explained that when the proposed 
system was taking shape, it was assumed that a student would either pass 
the UWT or pass certain courses. While, in fact, this is what Senate has just 
passed, Senators should be aware that there has been an increasing 
suggestion that in these other courses, which are remedial in nature, the 
UWT would be administered as part of the course. This could give rise to 
the situation whereby a student ultimately passes the course, but fails the 
UWT when it is administered as part of the course. Or vice-versa, the 
student may pass the UWT when it is administered as part of the course, but 
he fails the course. 


With respect to the possibility that a student passes the course but fails the 
UWT, it was suggested that one solution would be to include a statement in 
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the course description to the effect that in order to get credit for the course, a 
student must pass the UWT. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that, given the late hour of the meeting, he would 
prefer not to open up a lengthy debate on the matter. However, if there was 
a strong feeling on the part of the members, that what has been passed was 
not desirable, it should be questioned. Otherwise, Senate should proceed to 
consider the next item on the list of "Actions remaining to be taken", (item 
B.3., page 3, document US-82-9-D7). 


Senate agreed to proceed to, the next item. 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the Report on Cost Estimates for 
Testing and Remedial Work, (document US-82-9-D5). It was wondered 
whether it would be possible to apply for a special grant from the Ministry 
of Education, on the grounds that this was something that was quite new to 
the universities in Quebec and was aimed at improving the quality of 
education. It was also suggested that, in order to enhance such application, 
the P.R. Office should embark on a publicity campaign to promote the idea 
that Concordia, through its own initiative, is the first Quebec university to 
address this wide-spread problem. In response to the above, it was stated 
that examinations were already being used by French universities, and to 
some extent by McGill, in teacher training programmes, i.e., Concordia 
was not being innovative to the extent implied. Senate was also advised that 
the sections of the grant system that used to allow for special grant 
applications have been pretty well wiped out over the past two or three 
years, 1.e., the routes through which such requests used to go, have simply 
not functioned for the last few years. Questions, issues, etc., were raised 
during the discussion concerning hidden costs associated with the 
administration of the system and the review procedure; the possibility of 
eliminating the required English courses in the Mature Student programme; 
increasing the class size in remedial courses; and the setting up of a group of 
people to monitor the system, discern problems that might arise, and make 
recommendations to Senate. Given all of the imponderables and unknown 
factors, Dr. O'Brien expressed the opinion that the best cost estimate for 
implementing the system that anyone could be expected to come up with, 
was that it would be in the order of one hundred thousand dollars. He 
stressed, however, that that was a very round figure indeed and the actual 
costs could end up being half or double that amount. He reminded Senators 
that in earlier rounds, various views have been expressed that unless some 
iron clad guarantee was given that the money would be found without 
reducing expenditures in specific areas, the system should not be 
implemented. A motion was also passed to the effect that Senate must be 
informed specifically about the costing and about where the money was 
going to come from, before the system is implemented. Consequently, 
Senate, at this point, could not simply walk away from the issue. He stated 
that the figures that have been quoted probably represented as good a 
costing as anyone was going to get at this time and he agreed that there was 
not much point in belabouring the details. 


As to where the money was going to come from, Dr. O'Brien advised that 
basically we were talking about next year's budget, when the system would 
be implemented. He explained that the University was currently operating 
on a deficit budget of two million plus, which, he reminded Senators, was a 
deficit on a continuing basis. Between now and next year, it was expected 
that the Government's much heralded new formula for the distribution of 
monies among the Universities, would make a few steps forward, i.e., it 
would certainly not be implemented next year, but there may be some step 
made in that direction. While this may, indeed, provide some additional 
money to Concordia, he emphasized that it has to provide some two to three 
million dollars before we break even, and before we have new uncommitted 
money for anything. In the other direction there was the negative impact 
from the announced Government intention to tighten the financial screw 
next year and the unknown impact of the faculty salary settlement. Given all 
of this, he advised that there was no real way in which he could give any 
kind of firm statement as to what the University's financial position was 
going to be next year, much less any kind of firm commitment as to where 
the money would or would not come from, for implementing the system. 
Essentially, the question was whether Senators viewed the proposed 
programme as being more important than almost anything else imaginable 
and that therefore, it should be implemented and squeezed into the system to 
the extent of one hundred thousand dollars, which may mean in part, an 
increase in the deficit each and every year, by one hundred thousand 
dollars. It would also, no doubt, become part of a general squeezing 
exercise on the budget. Moreover, we would probably never know with any 
high degree of precision, exactly what gets squeezed or exactly where the 
money comes from, because budgeting was an overall exercise. In the 
absence of more precise information on the cost and the source of funding, 
and in the light of a previous resolution to the contrary, Senate must now 
decide whether to proceed with the implementation of the system. 


A number of suggestions were made with respect to cost savings, including 
suggestions that monies saved by the elimination of the 6 credit English 
course requirement in the Mature Student programme, be transferred to the 
competence in written expression programme; that the University launch a 
publicity campaign; and that the Government be approached for special 
funding. 


It was argued that we should go ahead with the programme; that the time 
has come for the University to commit itself; that we might be able to reduce 
the costs substantially by acting on a number of suggestions that have been 
made; and that it would be shameful indeed, after all of the discussions that 
have taken place at various Faculty Councils and Senate, not to go ahead at 
this point. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that-if Senate wanted to go ahead with the system, it 
would be appropriate to pass a motion to the effect that Senate, having taken 
cognizance of the reports on the costs and funding related to the competence 
in written expression programme, approves of its implementation. 
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The feeling was expressed that, given the newspaper publicity that has 
already taken place with respect to this programme, it would be publically 
embarrassing to turn back at this point. It was also suggested that perhaps 
we should limit the amount of money that we were prepared to spend on the 
implementation of the programme. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MCEVENUE, THAT IN VIEW OF THE INTRODUCTION OF 
COMPETENCE IN WRITTEN EXPRESSION AS A GRADUATION 
REQUIREMENT, SENATE RECOMMENDS TO THE FACULTIES OF 
ARTS AND SCIENCE, COMMERCE AND ADMINISTRATION, AND 
FINE ARTS, THAT THE 6 CREDIT ENGLISH OR FRENCH 
REQUIREMENT FOR STUDENTS IN MATURE STUDENT 
PROGRAMMES, BE REMOVED. 


In response to a question, it was explained that the intent of the resolution 
was not that there should be a reduction in the number of credits required in 
Mature Student programmes, but rather that there should be a redistribution 
of credits. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 
Discussion continued on the question of costs and the source of funding. 


It was stated, that one would not want to implement the system without 
knowing in advance precisely where the funds were going to come from 
and it was argued that as things now stood, Senate, in approving the 
system, was in effect, establishing financial priorities which would be 
binding in the future. It was argued that the above comment, in effect, was 
introducing a condition to the implementation of the system, that could 
never be met. It was also pointed out that Senate had already agreed, in 
discussions held over the past many months, that competence in written 
expression was indeed a major priority in the University. In response to a 
question, Dr. O'Brien explained that Senate could pass a motion to the 
effect that Senate, having taken cognizance of the financial unknowns, 
approves the implementation of the system. It could, if it wished, add to the 
motion the phrase "provided that the total cost does not exceed ..." and 
specify an amount. In practice, this would not mean that we would or 
would not implement the system, but rather, that we would end up, at a 
certain point, cutting corners on the way that it is done, because we would 
be committed to implementing it before we know exactly what the costs are 
going to be. 


It was suggested that the system be implemented on a trial basis for one 
year, that the operating costs for that year be studied, and that it be made 
compulsory the following year. That is, the tests would be compulsory next 
year, but the condition that competence in written expression as a graduation 
requirement would not come into effect until the year after. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. MURRAY, SECONDED BY MS. 
RAINVILLE, THAT WHEREAS CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY HAS 


BEEN CHRONICALLY UNDERFUNDED; WHEREAS THIS 
PROPOSAL, IF FUNDED BY DRAWING FROM EXISTING OR 
FUTURE UNIVERSITY BUDGETS, WITHOUT A SIGNIFICANT 
INCREASE IN OUR PER CAPITA FUNDING, WOULD SERIOUSLY 
CUT INTO THE EXISTING AND EQUALLY IMPORTANT 
FUNCTIONS OF THE UNIVERSITY; BE IT RESOLVED THAT 
SENATE RECOMMENDS THAT THE COSTS OF THE COMPETENCE 
IN WRITTEN EXPRESSION PROGRAMME BE ADDED TO THE 
UNIVERSITY DEFICIT. 


Arguments were made both for and against a suggestion that implementation 
be delayed for one year or until such time as the University was operating 
without a deficit. 


A suggestion was made that we proceed with the implementation of the 
system, but with the understanding that next year only those students who 
have to take English 212 as a result of not having passed the UWT, would 
be allowed to take that course. If there was any money left over in the 
overall University budget, additional sections of English 212 could then be 
opened for students who want to take the course simply for their own 
betterment. 


It was argued that we should bite the bullet and accept the fact that the 
reputation of the University must be worth at least one hundred thousand 
dollars; that we should be willing to add to our deficit situation to that 
extent, if we have to and that we should hope, through a variety of 
mechanisms including those that have been mentioned today, that we would 
be able to grapple with the situation over the next year. 


It was urged that the mover and seconder of the motion on the floor, 
consider withdrawing the motion, on the grounds that Senate should pass 
competence in written expression as a graduation requirement now and that 
we would then have a month to straighten out the question of the financing 
of the system. This would allow Faculty Councils to come back to Senate 
with suggestions or recommendations which might solve part of the cost 
problem, including suggestions that, as of January, 1984, only students 
who fail the UWT would be allowed to register in English 212, and that the 
required English or French courses be eliminated from Mature Student 
programmes. 


The mover of the motion stated that he was prepared to withdraw it, 
provided that it was clearly understood that the basic student position was 
that all University budgets were presently severely restrained and could not 
stand to be cut any further; that the University deficit should be increased; 
and that the Government should be-told that the University could just not 
operate under the present financial situation, which did not even allow it to 
fulfill its basic functions. 


THE MOTION WAS WITHDRAWN ON THE ABOVE 
UNDERSTANDING. 
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It was suggested that Senate should approve the implementation of the 
programme, in keeping with the financial discussion which has taken place, 
and the earlier resolution to approve the system. That is, we should simply 
say that we are going ahead with the implementation of the programme, 
with the understanding that we will use all of the various measures that have 
been mentioned, including the possibility of a change in Mature Student 
programmes, blocking out English 212 for other students, etc. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. SINGER, SECONDED BY DEAN TADDEO, 
THAT THE COMPETENCE IN WRITTEN EXPRESSION 
PROGRAMME BE IMPLEMENTED, EFFECTIVE FOR STUDENTS 
ENTERING THE UNIVERSITY IN SEPTEMBER, 1983. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Dr. O'Brien pointed out that there were still a few items remaining on the 
Agenda, including the Reports from the Committee on Priorities and 
Planning and the University Mission Study, but his impression was that 
Senate was not going to make any very sensible decisions on anything 
further, at this meeting. He stated that what has been passed, with respect to 
competence in written expression, was the extension of the matter, but he 
advised that there were a few loose ends that would have to be brought up at 
the next meeting. It was suggested that given the various deadlines already 
established, the Steering Committee, in deciding on the Agenda for the next 
Senate meeting, should make a real decision as to whether it wanted to have 
a meaningful discussion on the Reports from the Committee on Priorities 
and Planning and the University Mission Study. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that ideally we should go ahead in Senate with the 
discussion on the two Reports at the next meeting. He suggested that only 
if, in trying to straighten up some of the loose ends around competence in 
written expression it appears that there are certain things that absolutely 
must be decided quickly by Senate, that they be brought back to the 
November meeting. Otherwise, they would be brought back at the 
December meeting. 


Adjournment 


The meeting adjourned at 6:40 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


